The Superpowers and the Middle East
regime upon Iraq since the pro-Soviet elements represented the
only coherent force in the country and they had quickly penetrat-
ed into Iraq's main political and social institutions. The prize,
it seemed, was theirs for the taking. But the Soviet Union hesitated
to make a single power play that would have been required.
There were several possible reasons for this. The Soviets were
trying to identify themselves with nationalist movements through-
out Asia and Africa. To crush one would have cost them im-
measurably in trust, friendship, and prestige among other socie-
ties bent on transforming themselves. Iraq, moreover, was not
worth that prize. The West would not have missed Iraq's oil seri-
ously; its loss could have been balanced by increased production
in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and other places. On the other hand,
the example of a Soviet controlled Iraq would have deeply alarmed
neighbouring Arab states which live on oil revenues. And the
impact on Egypt—the key nation in the Arab world—would have
been at least as great. Perhaps, for these reasons the Soviet Union
did not consider that its gamble in taking over Iraq would be
worthwhile.
For the United States, the Iraqi revolution constituted a seri-
ous blow to her strategic policies in the Middle East since it left
a gaping hole in the Baghdad Pact. In March 1959, Kassim with-
drew from the Pact and during the same month signed a com-
prehensive agreement on economic and technical cooperation with
the Soviet Union embodying a 12-year Soviet credit of $137.5
million.17 At the same time, Iraq made known her intention to
terminate her military and economic aid agreements with the
United States on the ground that they were inconsistent with her
new policy of "positive neutrality'*.18 However, although Kassim
had sought help from the Soviet Union, he was not prepared to
allow the Iraqi communists to control the government. He resist-
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